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nothing more than an admission of liability and an assurance from the
Russians that they would themselves negotiate with bondholders and
investigate the other claims. The loan was to follow automatically
when 50 per cent, of the bondholders were satisfied, and the Govern-
ment were satisfied with the lump sum offered for the other claims.
In the meantime a Soviet Trade Delegation was to come to London
and be accorded diplomatic immunity.
There were possible lines of defence for this Treaty. The Govern-
ment could say that the conditions laid down for the loan were such
as to leave the key of the situation in their hands, and they could
enlarge on the benefit to trade and the relief to unemployment pro-
mised by the renewal of commercial relations. But the patent fact
which impressed the Parliamentary mind was that the Government
had within twenty-four hours revoked a decision taken after months
of patient investigation, and done so on the pressure of an outside body
unknown to Parliament and having no responsibility. A debate
followed in which the Treaty was denounced as a fake " and the
circumstances accompanying it were searchingly exposed, but Mac-
Donald refused to postpone its signature until it had been approved
by Parliament, and it was signed on August 7.
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It could not go on, said all the old hands when Parliament rose for
the summer recess, and they said it more than ever a few days later
when an incident in the Law Courts revealed the same processes at work
behind the scenes. Mr. R. J. Campbell, the editor in, charge of The
Workers9 Weekly, said to be " the official organ of the Communist
party in Great Britain," had been put on trial at the instance of the
Director of Public Prosecutions and with the fiat of the Attorney-
General for publishing an article exhorting soldiers, sailors and airmen
to refuse to serve in either a military war or a " class " war, and the
preliminary hearing had taken place on August 5 before Parliament
rose. Thereupon a group of Labour members raised an angry protest,
and when the proceedings were resumed on August 12, after the rising
of the House, the prosecuting Counsel announced that no evidence
would be offered against the defendant because " it had been repre-
sented that the object of the article was not to seduce men in the fight-
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